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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Argum ents 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 22 February 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. An analysis of the arguments is provided below. 

2. In the response to the last office action, the applicant changed the scope of the claims by 
adding limitations regarding determining and generating geographic router boundaries to all the 
independent claims. As a result, a final amendment is necessitated even if the examiner provides 
a new art rejection. The examiner acknowledges that no new matter has been added by this 
amendment. 

3. Regarding the claim 3 rejection, applicant states that "this rejection is moot based on the 
amendment to dependent claim 3 to include the features of dependent claim 4 (P. 16, Unes 32- 
33)." While claim 3 has been amended to be dependent on claim 9, no amendments were added 
to include the features of claim 4, namely the authorizing of user access. 

4. As for the amendments to claims 3, 4, 6-8, and similarly grouped claims, while it is true 
that the require changes to the method of combining previously cited art, they do not create a 
necessity for new art. 

5. Applicant claims that Rochford does not expressly disclose determining a set of router 
systems that are closest to a geographic boundary such that each router system in the set of router 
systems is geographically located on or within a given geographic boundary, this limitation 
having been added via amendment. 

6. Applicant claims that Rochford does not expressly disclose generating a geographic 
router boundary resource for the set of router systems such that the geographic router boundary 
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resource defines a logical boundary within the distributed data processing system based on the 
geographical location information for each router system in the set of router systems, this 
limitation having been added via amendment. 

7. Regarding both allegations, Rochford teaches a method of developing a geographic router 
boundary resource, which the examiner interprets to define a file and/or list of routers within a 
geographic area, by showing a base area of a geographic region, and subsequently filtering out 
all nodes except routers (col. 7, line 40 - col. 8, line 45). For every router that the system knows 
about, a view of this type shows all the routers in the geographic region and none of the routers 
in outside regions (col 8, lines 25-35). Therefore, the added limitations are within the teachings 
of Rochford. 

8. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
appUcant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which apphcant relies (i.e., "accessing 
resources within a geographic boundary (P. 15, lines 20-25)") are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 

USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The examiner interprets a geographic router boundary resource 
as a file and/or listing of routers within a geographic boundary. If the purpose of the invention is 
to access routers within and only within a boundary, then the examiner requires that the claims 
be modified in order to express this limitation and/or to further define the resources that may be 
accessed. 

9. For the reasons above, the claims are rejected and made final. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

10. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

11. Claims 1,11, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Rochford et al. (6,633,312). 

12. For claims 1, 11,21, Rochford teaches a method (abstract) for management of a 
distributed data processing system (col. 1, lines 5-10), the method comprising: 

a. Configuring geographic location information for resources within the distributed 
data processing system (Fig. 2B, #215); 

b. Identifying router systems within the distributed data processing system (Fig. 4B, 
#214); 

c. Determining a set of router systems that are closest to a geographic boundary (col. 
1, hne 40 - col. 2, line 50, esp. col. 2, lines 15-25) such that each router system in the set 
of router systems is geographically located on or within a given geographic boundary 
(col. 8, lines 25-35); and 

d. Generating a geographic router boundary resource for the set of router systems 
(col. 3, line 35 - col. 4, line 10) such that the geographic router boundary resource 
defines a local boundary within the distributed data processing system based on the 
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geographic location information for each router system in the set of router systems (col. 
8, lines 25-35). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 2, 9, 12, 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rochford as appHed to claims 1,11 above, and further in view of Cromer et al. (6,397,249). 

15. For claims 9 and 19, Rochford teaches that the method further comprises: 

a. Correspondingly representing endpoints, systems, and networks within the 
distributed data processing system as a set of endpoint objects, system objects, and 
network objects (col. 17, lines 20-40; col. 18, line 50 - col. 19, line 50); and 

b. Logically organizing the endpoint objects, system objects, and network objects 
within a set of scopes, wherein each endpoint object, each system object, and each 
network object is uniquely assigned to a scope such that scopes do not logically overlap 
(col 5, lines 30-45). 

16. Rochford does not expressly disclose dynamically discovering endpoints, systems, and 
networks within the distributed data processing system, but does disclose dynamic collecting of 
related information (col. 4, lines 40-65). Cromer teaches a method (abstract) for dynamically 
identifying physical locations (col. 1, lines 5-15) that fulfill this limitation (col. 2, lines 1-20). At 
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the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
limitations to Rochford in order to track computers and their movements (col. 1, hnes 30-65). 

17. For claims 2, 12, 22, Rochford teaches associating two or more geographic router 
boundary resources to create a secure boundary between two or more geographic regions (col. 
14, line 30 -col. 15, Une 5). 

18. For claims 10, 20, Rochford teaches that the method further comprises: 

a. Representing the distributed data processing system as a set of scopes, wherein a 
scope comprises a logical organization of network-related objects (col. 7, line 40 - col. 8, 
line 50); 

b. Associating each scope with a management customer, wherein each scope is 
uniquely assigned to a management customer, wherein each scope is uniquely associated 
with a set of configuration parameters for managing each scope (col. 13, lines 10-25); 

c. Managing the distributed data processing system as a set of logical networks, 
wherein a logical network comprises a set of scopes, and wherein each logical network is 
uniquely assigned to a management customer (Fig. 3A - 5C); and 

d- Allowing an administrative user to dynamically reconfigure logical networks 
within the distributed data processing system (col. 17, line 20 - col. 18, line 25). 

19. Claims 3, 13, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rochford and Cromer as appHed to claims 9, 19, and 21 above, and further in view of Taghadoss 
(6,052,722). 
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20. For claims 3, 13, and 23, Rochford does not expressly disclose configuring user security 
parameters for controlling access to the geographic router boundary resource. Taghadoss teaches 
this limitation (col 4, lines 5-25) within a geographical portion (col. 5, lines 40-45) monitoring 
system (abstract; col. 1, lines 5-15). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have used security parameters to ensure that the network's representation is 
accurate, i.e. unchanged (col. 2, lines 10-25). 

21. Claims 4, 5, 14, 15, 24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rochford as applied to claims 1,11, and 21 above, and Taghadoss as applied to claims 3, 
13, and 23 above, and further in view of Thebaut et al. (6,381,639). 

22. For claims 4, 14, 24, Rochford does not expressly disclose authorizing user access to the 
geographic router boundary resource based on a user security parameter corresponding to the 
geographic location information. Taghadoss teaches the configuration information as shown in 
the claim 3 discussion above, but does not teach the authorization. Thebaut teaches a method 
(abstract) of policy management (col. 1, lines 10-15; col. 2, lines 5-15) based on domain space 
(col. 3, lines 20-35; col 14, lines 10-35) in which user access (col. 2, lines 35-40) is based on 
location (col 3, lines 50-55). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have added this type of security feature to implement proper device configuration 
management (col. 5, lines 35-46). 

23. For claims 5, 15, 25, Rochford does not expressly disclose authorizing user access to 
resources within a geographic region as indicated by the geographic router boundary resource 
based on a user security parameter corresponding to the geographic location information. 
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Taghadoss teaches the configuration information as shown in the claim 3 discussion above, but 
does not teach the authorization. Thebault teaches this method (col. 3, lines 50-55). At the time 
the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added this type of security 
feature to implement proper device configuration management (col. 5, lines 35-46). 

24. Claims 6-8, 16-18, and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rochford as apphed to claims 1,11, and 21 above, and Taghadoss and Thebault as appKed 
to claims 4, 14, and 24 above, and further in view of Lewis (6,430,712). 

25. For claims 6, 16, 26, Rochford does not expressly disclose quarantining a set of devices 
within a geographic region as indicated by the geographic router boundary resource. Lewis 
teaches a method (abstract) of managing (col. 1, lines 15-25) multiple geographic domains (col. 
1, lines 35-45) so that a single domain may be quarantined (col. 2, lines 15-45, esp. lines 30-40; 
"isolated"). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
added a Lewis monitoring system to Rochford in order to isolate network faults and to handle 
location-specific problems (col. 2, lines 15-20; col. 3, lines 5-10). 

26. For claims 8, 18, 28, Rochford does not expressly disclose disinfecting a set of devices 
within a geographic region as indicated by the geographic router boundary resource. Lewis 
teaches this limitation (col. 9, line 5 - col. 10, line 40). At the time the invention was made, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have added a Lewis monitoring system to Rochford in order to 
isolate network faults and to handle location-specific problems (col. 2, lines 15-20; col 3, lines 
5-10). 
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27. For claims 1, 17, 27, Rochford does not expressly disclose unquarantining a set of 
devices within a geographic region. Lewis teaches this Umitation, as shown above (col 2, lines 
30-40; "repair"). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
added a Lewis monitoring system to Rochford in order to isolate network faults and to handle 
location-specific problems (col. 2, lines 15-20; col. 3, lines 5-10). 

Conclusion 

28. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H. Pollack whose telephone number is (571) 272-3887. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Valencia Martin- Wallace can be reached on (571) 272-6159. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this apphcation or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
appHcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



MHP 

02 June 2005 




VALENCIA MARTIN-WALLACE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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